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Section 2 
Comments and Responses 

2.1 List of Comment Letters 

Section # 
Written 

Comment # 
Commenter Date Comment # Comment Topic 

2.2.1 Torres #1 Jess Torres 12/19/06 1 Stormwater runoff 

    2 Traffic level of service on 
Luther Road 

    3 

Traffic level of service at 
Highway 49 intersection 
with Luther Road, 
eastbound 

    4 

Number of traffic lanes 
on eastbound Luther 
Road; two lanes 
merging to one. Luther 
Road traffic congestion 

    5 Luther Road traffic issues 
    6 Luther Road traffic issues 
    7 Luther Road traffic issues 

    8 Traffic impact at project 
entrance  

    9 

Concern about a 
roadway dip on Canal 
Street, north of Luther 
Road 

2.2.2 Torres #2 Jess Torres 1/9/07 1 Request for more-
detailed street map 

    2 

Traffic level of service at 
the Luther 
Road/Highway 49 
intersection 

    3 

Suggestion for 
improvement to the 
Luther Road/Canal 
Street intersection 
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Section # 
Written 

Comment # 
Commenter Date Comment # Comment Topic 

2.2.3 Manis Christina Manis 1/10/07 1 

General concern about 
increased traffic, 
particularly on Highway 
49, between Luther 
Road and Bell Road 

    2 
Concern for potential air 
quality impacts from 
new project residents 

    3 
Concern for potential 
reactive organic gas 
emissions 

    4 
Concern for potential 
carbon monoxide gas 
emissions 

    5 
Concern for potential 
release of asbestos into 
the atmosphere  

    6 
Concern for loss of blue 
oak woodlands and 
annual grasslands 

    7 Specific concern for loss 
of native oak trees 

    8 
Concern for potential 
loss of special-status 
species 

    9 Concern for loss of 
wetlands 

    10 Concern for loss of 
special-status species 

2.2.4 PG&E #1 Jeremy Nickel, 
PG&E 12/4/06 1 

Concern for potential 
stormwater drainage 
impacts to Wise Canal 

2.2.5 PG&E #2a 
Robert 
Steigmeyer, 
PG&E 

12/14/06 1 
Concern for potential 
stormwater drainage 
impacts to Wise Canal 

2.2.6 PG&E #2b 
Robert 
Steigmeyer, 
PG&E 

12/13/06 1 
Concern for potential 
stormwater drainage 
impacts to Wise Canal 

    2 
Concern for potential 
stormwater drainage 
impacts to Wise Canal 

2.2.7 PG&E #3 
Robert 
Steigmeyer, 
PG&E 

1/11/07 1 

Information about 
property owner 
obligations based on 
grant deed 
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Section # 
Written 

Comment # 
Commenter Date Comment # Comment Topic 

    2 

Reference to 
applicability of County’s 
100-foot watercourse 
setback ordinance 

    3 

Request for additional 
information about 
project stormwater 
drainage design 

    4 
Concern for potential 
stormwater drainage 
impacts to Wise Canal 

    5 

Reference to Federal 
Regulatory Agency 
authority concerning 
construction near Wise 
Canal 

    6 

Reference to need for 
PG&E approval of 
construction near Wise 
canal 

2.2.8 
Auburn 
Indian 

Community 

Greg Baker, 
United Auburn 
Indian 
Community 

1/5/07 1 

Concurrence with EIR 
mitigation measure 
addressing potentially-
occurring cultural 
resources 

2.2.9 Caltrans Bob Justice, 
Caltrans 1/11/07 1 

Recommendation 
relative to new traffic 
signal at Luther 
Road/Canal Street 
intersection 

    2 Identification of an error 
in Figure 3.11-2 

    3 
Identification of a 
formatting error in Tables 
3.11-1 and 3.11-2 

2.2.10 
Public 
Utilities 

Commission 

Kevin Boles, 
California Public 
Utilities 
Commission 

12/14/06 1 

Concern about safety in 
light of project’s close 
proximity to railroad 
tracks 

2.2.11 

Placer 
County 
Water 

Agency 

Heather Trejo, 
Placer County 
Water Agency 

12/27/06 1 
Recommendations 
concerning piping of 
Fiddler Green Canal 

    2 

Concurrence that 
domestic water is 
available to the site from 
a main in Canal Street 
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Section # 
Written 

Comment # 
Commenter Date Comment # Comment Topic 

    3 
Reference to the need 
for a facilities 
agreement with PCWA 

2.2.12 

Placer 
County 

Transportati
on 

Stan Tidman, 
Placer County 
Transportation 
Agency 

12/21/06 1 
Reference to the Placer 
County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan 

    2 

Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility 
Plan background 
information 

    3 
Information about 
airplane overflight land 
use compatibility 

    4 

Request for inclusion of 
a map showing airport 
and compatibility zones 
relative to project site 

    5 
Suggestion that EIR cite 
Airport Land Use 
Commission  

    6 
Reference to Airport 
Land Use Commission 
role in project approval 

    7 
Reference to Airport 
Land Use Commission 
role in project approval 

2.2.13 
Placer 
County 
Sheriff 

David Keyes, 
Placer County 
Sheriff 

1/11/07 1 
Suggestion for crime 
prevention methods in 
project design 

    2 

Statement concerning 
project’s potential 
financial impact on the 
Sheriff’s department 

2.2.14 
Placer 

County Fire 
Department 

Brad Harris, 
Placer County 
Fire Department 

11/29/06 1 

Project design 
recommendations to 
improve fire equipment 
access and safety 

2.2.15 
California 
Highway 

Patrol 

Rick Ward, 
California 
Highway Patrol 

1/3/07 1 

Statement concerning 
project’s potential 
financial impact on the 
CHP 

    2 

Statement concerning 
project’s potential 
financial impact on the 
CHP 
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2.2 Comment Letters 
Individual comments have been identified in each comment letter with a corresponding 
comment number in the right margin. Following each comment letter is the “Response to 
Comments” page. Each “Response to Comment” page includes a summary of each numbered 
comment followed by a response for that comment. Some comments have been grouped 
together if they have a common response. 

When the responses include changes to the DEIR, deletions are shown in strike out (strike out) 
and additions are shown in underline (underline). 
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2.2.1 Comment Letter #1 from Jess Torres 
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Response to Comments from Jesse Torres, Letter #1 

Comment 1 Response: This comment suggests that stormwater runoff should be addressed 
per an existing agreement with the development immediately uphill. An analysis of potential 
stormwater drainage impacts is contained in Section 3.10 of the EIR. This section includes 
reference to the agreement between the County and the adjoining development concerning 
conveyance of drainage. Additional, more detailed information storm drainage information will 
be contained in improvement plans prepared for the project. 

Comment 2 Response: The commenter is concerned that addition of project traffic on Luther 
Road east of SR 49 may cause the LOS to deteriorate from C to D. 

The Luther Road segment (east of SR 49), within the study, was analyzed as a two-lane arterial 
with turn lanes (one lane in each in the eastbound and westbound directions). As indicated in 
Tables 3.11-8, 3.11-10, 5-2 and 5-4 of the Draft EIR, the segment would operate at LOS C 
based on the LOS thresholds identified within Table 3.11-2. The thresholds within Table 3.11-2 
were derived from the information documented in the Transportation Research Board 
Publication Highway Capacity Manual, Fourth Edition, 2000 and subsequently reviewed by the 
County. 

Comment 3 Response: This comment suggests that even with the addition of turning lanes on 
Highway 49 at Luther Road, LOS F will still remain. Please refer to response to Comment 2. 

Comment 4 Response: This comment expresses concern about existing lane reduction on 
Luther Road resulting in traffic back-up. It is not anticipated that the merge situation would result 
in spilling back the traffic onto the intersection of SR 49/Luther Road intersection. 

Comment 5 Response: This comment expresses concern about turning movements at the 
Luther Road signal. The traffic on eastbound Luther Road will be the same regardless of the 
number of lanes on Luther Road. The Maita’s Entrance on Luther Road will be blocked due to 
the eastbound Luther Road traffic. The gaps available for the outbound traffic from Maita’s 
Entrance on Luther Road will be more from two lanes on eastbound Luther Road when 
compared to the one-lane. This is because the traffic would have the option of using two lanes 
as opposed to one lane. Although the lane drop would create a merge situation, it is anticipated 
that the two-lanes and the subsequent lane drop would aid in the circulation improvement. 

Comment 6 Response: This comment expresses concern for traffic safety at the Luther 
Road/Canal Street intersection. See response to Comment 5. 

Comment 7 Response: This comment recommends additional lanes on Luther road, east of 
Canal Street due to existing traffic volume. The project is conditioned for a installing a traffic 
signal at the intersection of Luther Road/Canal Street per the County guidelines which will 
improve safety. The widening of Luther Road east of SR 49 is not necessary from an LOS 
standpoint. 

Comment 8 Response: The commenter is questioning the adequacy of the EIR by pointing to 
the lack of discussion on the primary project entrance within the EIR. The EIR discusses the 
primary project entrance at length under Impact T-2 Emergency Access/Design Hazard section 
on page 3.11-25 of the EIR. 
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Comment 9 Response: The commenter is concerned about the winding dip (22 feet wide) 
located approximately 100 feet north of Luther Road on Canal Street and also points out that 
the project construction traffic would make the situation even worse. This matter will be brought 
to the attention of the County road maintenance department for consideration. 
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2.2.2 Comment Letter #2 from Jess Torres 
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Response to Comments from Jesse Torres, Letter #2 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter requested a detailed map of changes on SR 49 and 
Luther Road. These are available for review at the County Public Works Department. 

Comment 2 Response: The comment suggests that the LOS F designation at the Luther 
Road/Highway 49 intersection is misleading, since this is a long-term problem that will only be 
exacerbated by the proposed project. The following table provides the increase in both traffic 
and V/C due to the addition of project traffic when compared to the respective no project 
conditions. 
 

Short Term Conditions 
(addition of project traffic) 

Cumulative Conditions 
(addition of project traffic) 

Roadway Segment 
% Increase in 

Traffic 
Increase in 

V/C 
% Increase in 

Traffic 
Increase in 

V/C 
Luther Road – West of SR 49 7.2 0.06 5.9 0.06 
SR 49 – south of Luther Road 0.9 0.01 0.8 0.01 
SR 49 – north of Luther Road 0.5 0.01 0.4 0.01 
SR 49 – north of New Airport Road 0.5 0.01 0.4 0.01 
Notes – V/C = Volumes to Capacity Ratio 
 

Comment 3 Response: The comment suggests that the left-turn lane from Luther Road onto 
Canal Street will need to be extended as a result of the proposed project. Also, Luther Road and 
the bridge will need to be widened. The eastbound left 95th percentile queue for Cumulative Plus 
Project conditions (worse case) is projected to be 175 feet. The existing pocket length is ±135 
feet (measured from aerials). However, there is ±120 feet striped median on Luther Road 
between the eastbound left turn onto Canal Street and the westbound left lane into the Maita’s 
entrance. Thus, the eastbound left turn pocket could be extended by another 40 feet to 
accommodate the projected 95th percentile queue length. This would reduce the striped median 
with to ±80 feet, which falls within the current industry standards (60 feet to 120 feet) for a 
similar facility. 
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2.2.3 Comment Letter from Christina Manis 
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Response to Comments from Christine Manis 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s concerns about traffic safety in the area, and 
particularly at the intersections of Bell Road and Luther Road with Highway 49, are noted. EIR 
Section 3.11 contains a detailed description of existing traffic conditions and future conditions at 
area intersections, using Level of Service as the method of measurement. The EIR describes 
the contribution traffic from the proposed project would make to congestion at these 
intersections. Thresholds of significance described in the EIR provide the method of determining 
when an impact would occur. Where impacts are potentially significant, mitigation measures that 
address the proposed project proportional contribution to the impact are recommended. 

The EIR does not specifically use traffic accident data as a method of determining project 
impact; however, it does attempt to identify roadways and intersections that may be hazardous 
due to design. The high accident rate at the referenced intersections may be due to a variety of 
factors. 

Comment 2 Response: The commenter refers to the following sentence from EIR Section 3.2 
Air Quality: “Residences, once developed, are not known to produce substantial concentrations 
of air pollutants that would adversely affect adjacent land uses.” This statement is not intended 
to suggest that future residents of the proposed project will not generate air emissions; rather, 
the statement is intended to state that the proposed residents can be expected to generate 
emissions at a level similar to other residents in the region. While resident’s activities can be 
expected to result in emissions from a number of sources (e.g., vehicles and gas-powered 
landscape equipment), only projected vehicle trips - and corresponding exhaust emissions - can 
be measured with any degree of accuracy. 

Comment 3 Response: The commenter suggests that reactive organic gasses (ROG) resulting 
from the propose project will exceed air district standards. The proposed project is not expected 
to exceed the County standard of 82 pounds of reactive organic gasses (ROG). 

Comment 4 Response: The commenter suggests that carbon monoxide concentrations, 
especially at busy intersections, will cause a human health risk. Higher concentrations of carbon 
monoxide, a vehicle emission, can be expected at locations where vehicles linger, such as in 
parking garages and at stop signs and intersections. The traffic volumes associated with the 
project are not expected to result in high carbon monoxide concentrations in the area. 

Comment 5 Response: This comment expresses concern about the health hazard posed by 
serpentine rock that has been observed at the site. Section 3.2 Air Quality indicates that 
serpentine rock, a potential source of asbestos, has been observed at the site. A mitigation 
measure is included that reduces the potential health hazard of airborne asbestos to a level that 
is less than significant. This approach to mitigation has been accepted by the County and others 
as a sufficient means of reducing health risk. 

Comment 6 Response: This comment expresses concern about impact of the project on 
potentially-occurring bird species. EIR Section 3.3 Biological Resources contains a thorough 
description of special-status plant and animal species that have a potential to be present on the 
site. Although the site was previously developed, because the site contains natural features, 
including oak trees and foraging habit, there is a potential for certain species to be present. 
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Accordingly, the EIR contains mitigation measures to protect potentially-occurring special-status 
species. The project, therefore, will not have an impact on special-status species, including the 
birds mentioned in the commenter’s letter. 

 

Comment 7 Response: This comment expresses concern about loss of oak and heritage trees 
as a result of project development. EIR Section 3.3 Biological Resources contains an extensive 
assessment of trees on the site that is based on a licensed arborist report, and describes those 
trees, including oaks, that will be removed or otherwise impacted as a result of the proposed 
project. The EIR includes mitigation measures that provide compensation for impacted trees in 
accordance with the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance. Therefore, all potential 
impacts to trees will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Comment 8 Response: This comment raises concern about the potential impact of project 
development on special-status species. See response to Manis Comment 6. 

Comment 9 Response: This comment raises concern about the potential impact of project 
development on wetland resources. EIR Section 3.3 Biological Resources contains an extensive 
assessment of wetlands on the site and the potential impact of the proposed project on this 
resource. Through mitigation measures that are consistent with County and federal standards 
the impact will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Comment 10 Response: The commenter’s recommendation that the site not be developed is 
noted. However, the site was formerly developed, is surrounded by developed and developing 
land, and is designated in County land use plans for development. 
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2.2.4  Comment Letter PG&E #1 from Jeremy Nickel, PG&E 
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Response to Comments from Jeremy Nickel, PG&E Letter #1 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s concern for potential impacts of the proposed project 
on Wise Canal are noted. This communication indicates that more comprehensive comments on 
this issue will be contained in a subsequent communication. See responses to comments 
contained in the January 11, 2007 letter from Robert Steigmeyer. 
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2.2.5 Comment Letter #2a, (e-mail) from Robert Steigmeyer, 
PG&E 
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Response to Comments from Robert Steigmeyer, PG&E Letter #2a 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s concern for potential impacts of the proposed project 
on Wise Canal are noted. See responses to comments contained in the January 11, 2007 letter 
from Robert Steigmeyer. 
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2.2.6 Comment Letter #2b, (e-mail) from Robert Steigmeyer, PG&E 
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Response to Comments from Robert Steigmeyer, PG&E Letter #2b 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s concern for potential impacts of the proposed project 
on Wise Canal are noted. See responses to comments contained in the January 11, 2007 letter 
from Robert Steigmeyer. 

Comment 2 Response: The commenter’s concern for potential impacts of the proposed project 
on Wise Canal are noted. See responses to comments contained in the January 11, 2007 letter 
from Robert Steigmeyer. 
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2.2.7 Comment Letter #3 from Robert Steigmeyer, PG&E 
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Response to Comments from Robert Steigmeyer, PG&E Letter #3 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s explanation of it past ownership of and continuing 
easement rights over portions of the project site are noted. Issues addressed and conditions 
contained in the grant deed do not raise environmental issues requiring response. 

Comment 2 Response: This comment expresses concern about the proximity of recreational 
facilities to the Wise Canal and potential impacts on public safety, canal integrity, and water 
quality. The basketball hoop and play structure that are proposed within Lot D are located 60 
feet and 73 feet from the centerline of the Wise Canal respectively. PG&E states that they are of 
the opinion that the tot lot constitutes a structure that creates a potential conflict with the existing 
canal and should therefore be located outside the 100 foot setback; however, they cite their 
primary concern as contamination to and failure of the canal as a result of improvements 
unrelated to any structures within the tot lot. Although PG&E does not state that they are 
concerned that structures in the tot lot will actually cause contamination to or failure of the canal, 
in order to ensure that the canal is not impacted by contamination from uses on the tot lot, all 
drainage from the tot lot will be directed away from the canal. This should reduce any water 
quality impacts resulting from the location of the basketball hoop and play structure to less than 
significant. While the structures located in the tot lot would not create a significant impact on 
water quality or canal integrity, there is a potential impact regarding public safety. Mitigation 
Measure SAFE-1 addresses this potential impact by requiring a six-foot high chain link fence be 
constructed along the perimeter of the canal. 
Stormwater detention basins and underground utilities are not considered structures and 
therefore are not required to meet the County’s 100-foot watercourse setback.  It is the County’s 
opinion that the construction of these facilities will not create any significant impacts to the 
canal’s structural integrity.  Construction of impervious surfaces could also increase the 
potential of degrading water quality by allowing surface runoff containing pollutants from 
vehicles, fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides to enter downstream waterways.  Implementation 
of the recommendations contained in the drainage reports, erosion control plans, storm water 
pollution prevention plan and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program will 
help reduce the potential impacts to water quality.  Furthermore, minimizing impervious 
surfaces, construction of specially designed catch basins, vaults and filters can reduce the 
overall potential of water quality impacts to less than significant. 

Comment 3 Response: Here and in previous correspondence cited in this Final EIR the 
commenter expresses concern about potential adverse impacts to Wise Canal from stormwater 
runoff. The comment is not specific as to whether the concern is focused upon potential 
construction-related effects or long-term effects once the project is developed and occupied, or 
both. 

EIR Section 3.10 Surface Hydrology and Water Quality contains a lengthy discussion of 
potential stormwater impacts, including the potential for impacting water within Wise Canal: 
Impact SHWQ1 addresses potential impacts during site grading and residential construction. 
Four mitigation measures are recommended to address and fully mitigate the potential impact to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Impact SHWQ 2 addresses the potential for additional impervious surfaces resulting from 
proposed project development to increase the volume of stormwater runoff leaving the site and 
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exceed the capacity of conveyance facilities. This impact statement concludes that as a result of 
detention basins proposed as part of the project and with the implementation of mitigation 
measures required for Impact SHWQ 1, the potential impact of increased stormwater volume 
will be less than significant. 

Impact SHWQ 3 specifically addresses potential long-term, ongoing stormwater drainage 
impacts resulting from occupation of the proposed project, including the possibility that 
household, automotive, and landscape chemicals could be washed offsite. Two additional 
mitigation measures have been included to address and fully mitigate this potential impact. 

Stormwater drainage is also addressed from a cumulative impact perspective in Section 5.0 of 
the EIR. 

Preliminary drainage studies are required during the environmental review process and final 
drainage reports are required prior to approval of the construction plans.  The proposed 
underground storm drain system will be designed to carry the 10-year storm event from the 
project site plus the 25-year storm event from Country Club Estates Phase 1.  In the event of 
the 100-year storm event the detention basin will have capacity to handle the peak flows.   

It is the EIR author’s opinion that Section 3.10 of the EIR fully describes stormwater drainage 
systems proposed by the applicant and provides a comprehensive description of potential offsite 
impacts. The EIR proposes five mitigation measures that will become conditions of project 
implementation. More-detailed information about the proposed storm drainage system, which 
must comply with mitigation measures in the EIR, will be contained in subdivision improvement 
plans prepared by a licensed civil engineer that must be reviewed and approved by the County 
Public Works Department before construction begins. Also, as required by CEQA, the mitigation 
measures will be subject to the Mitigation Monitoring Program included in the EIR. 

Comment 4 Response: PG&E’s request for additional information is noted and has been 
conveyed to the Placer County Public Works Department. Also, see response to Comment 3.  

Adequate information has been provided with the preliminary drainage report and in the EIR to 
determine the potential impacts from this project as measured from baseline (existing) 
conditions will be less than significant.  All tributary areas have been adequately defined with an 
analysis comparing pre- and post-development flows.  Post-development peak flows will be 
detained to pre- development (base line) conditions.  A final and more detailed drainage report 
will be required to be submitted with the project’s construction plans. 

 

Comment 5 Response: Comments concerning the need for PG&E to obtain Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) approval for projects within 75 feet of the centerline of Wise 
Canal are noted. 

Comment 6 Response: The commenter’s statement that the project proponents will need to 
obtain a letter of “No Objection” from PG&E is noted. 
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2.2.8 Comment Letter from Greg Baker, United Auburn Indian 
Community 
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Response to Comments from Greg Baker, Auburn Indian Community 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s acknowledgment of conclusions contained in the 
Cultural Resources section of the EIR and concurrence with the mitigation measure are noted. 
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2.2.9 Comment Letter from Bob Justice, Caltrans 
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Response to Comments from Bob Justice, Caltrans (e-mail) 

Comment 1 Response: This comment addresses the location and spacing of the proposed 
traffic signal at the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection with signal at Luther Road/Highway 
49, and suggests that the signals be coordinated. The signal at the Luther Road/Canal Street 
intersection would be coordinated with the SR 49/Luther Road intersection, should the County 
recommend it. 

Comment 2 Response: This comment identifies an error within Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR. 
Text within Section 3.11 of the EIR has been modified to reflect the change. There is an error in 
the Figure 3.11-2 and the figure has been revised to reflect the changes. The analysis within the 
Draft EIR was evaluated with the volumes indicated in the revised figure, so a revised analysis 
would not be required. 

Comment 3 Response: This comment identifies a formatting error in Section 3.11 of the Draft 
EIR. Text within Section 3.11 of the EIR has been modified to reflect the change. 
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2.2.10 Comment Letter from Kevin Boles, California Public Utilities 
Commission 
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Response to Comments from Kevin Boles, California Public Utilities Commission 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s concerns for safety issues associated with close 
proximity of the proposed project to railroad tracks are noted. EIR Section 3.9 Safety, in 
recognition of this potential safety hazard, contains a mitigation measure requiring the erection 
of a chain link fence between the railroad right-of-way and the project site. With installation of 
the fence, the potential impact is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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2.2.11 Comment Letter from Heather Trejo, Placer County Water 
Agency 
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Response to Comments from Heather Trejo, Placer County Water Agency 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s statements about proposed encasement of Fiddler 
Green Canal and related requirements of PCWA are noted. 

Comment 2 Response: The commenter notes that domestic water service will be extended to 
the project site from an 8-inch water main within Canal Street. 

Comment 3 Response: The commenter’s reminder to the project proponent that a facilities 
agreement with PWCA will be required is noted. 
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2.2.12 Comment Letter from Stan Tidman, Placer County 
Transportation Agency 
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Response to Comments from Stan Tidman, Placer County Transportation 
Agency 

Comment 1 Response: The commenter’s statements about the Placer County Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan and the requirement that the County comply with provisions of that plan 
are noted. 

Comment 2 Response: Comments concerning the relationship of the project site to the Auburn 
Municipal Airport influence area are noted. It is acknowledged that there are no increased 
hazards to the project site associated with airplane overflights. 

Comment 3 Response: Comments concerning the relationship of the project site to the Auburn 
Municipal Airport influence area are noted. 

Comment 4 Response: This comment recommends that the EIR contain a figure showing the 
relationship of the project site to the airport and its compatibility zones. A figure showing the 
project site in relation to the land use compatibility map for the Auburn Municipal Airport has 
been added to EIR Section 2.0 Project Information 

Comment 5 Response: This comment suggests the addition of language to the EIR clarifies 
the role of the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in land use decisions. A statement 
indicating that the Airport Land Use Comprehensive Plan requires that an Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) consistency determination occur before the project is approved has been 
added to Section 1.0 of the EIR, which includes a listing of requested entitlements. 

Comment 6 Response: The comment describing the role of the ALUC in project approval is 
noted. 

Comment 7 Response: This comment requests an addition to the References section of the 
EIR. Section 6.0 References will be amended to include reference to the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan. 
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2.2.13 Comment Letter from David Keyes, Placer County Sheriff 
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Response to Comments from David Keyes, Placer County Sheriff 

Comment 1 Response: The Department’s recommendation to design the project in 
accordance with the crime prevention concepts of the publication entitled “Crime Prevention 
through Environmental Design” is noted. County staff may elect to apply conditions on the 
project that incorporate some or all of these concepts. 

Comment 2 Response: The Department’s concern about the fiscal impact of the proposed 
project is noted. 
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2.2.14 Comment Letter from Brad Harris, Placer County Fire 
Department 
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Response to Comments from Brad Harris, Placer County Fire Department 

Comment 1 Response: Recommended conditions of project approval cited in this letter are 
noted. County staff may elect to include some or all of these as conditions of approval. 
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2.2.15 Comment Letter from Rick Ward, California Highway Patrol 
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Response to Comments from Rick Ward. California Highway Patrol 

Comment 1 Response: The comment that the proposed project will add to traffic on area 
streets and highways is noted. Projected traffic impact is fully analyzed in EIR Section 3.11 
Transportation. 

Comment 2 Response: The potential impact of the project on services provided by the 
California Highway Patrol is noted. To date, the County has not implemented a mechanism that 
specifically addresses impact of development on State agencies, such as the CHP. Like many 
local agencies. The County presumably takes the position that needed funding is derived 
through property and highway taxes. 

 

2.3 Public Hearing Comments and Responses 
A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held at the Planning Commission on December 14, 2006. 
The project was presented and summarized by Placer County Planning Department staff. 
Questions were asked by members of the Commission and answered by Planning Department 
staff. Comments from the audience and responses are provided below. 

Comments from Jess Torres 

Mr. Torres expressed concerns about storm drainage and traffic issues. His comments are 
contained in two letters included in this report. Responses to comments are provided following 
each letter. 

Joan Jovan 

Ms. Jovan expressed concern about existing traffic conditions, especially at the Luther/Canal 
intersection and along highway 49, which would be exacerbated by the proposed project. She 
also indicated that her homeowner’s association, Mountain Shadows, had not received proper 
and timely notice of the public hearing. 

Allan Jovan 

Mr. Jovan asked about the proposed affordable housing aspect of the project. 

Carl Coleman 

Mr. Coleman noted that most of the traffic from the project will go north on Canal Street to 
Oakridge rather than to Luther Road, because of congestion at the Luther/Canal intersection. 
He also commented that the density of the proposed project, with 3,000- square-foot lots, may 
be incompatible with the surrounding development, which averages approximately 8,000-square 
foot lots. 
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Planning Commissioner Burris 

Commissioner Burris noted that the number of travel lanes on Highway 49 varies, resulting in 
traffic congestion during peak hours. He expressed concern about the cumulative effect of 
approving projects dependent upon Highway 49. 

Planning Commissioner Jim Foreman 

Commissioner Foreman commented that the possible past use of wood preservatives at the 
former lumber mill site should be addressed in the EIR. Dana Wiyninger of the Environmental 
Health Department indicated that the risk assessment process with the state Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, as described in Mitigation Measure SAFE-1, would include an 
evaluation and remediation of any wood treatment constituents of concern. 

 

 


